Introduction
The spread of English as an international language makes it increasingly difficult to say anything which will apply to the language as a whole. The singular term English seems no longer adequate to describe the social, regional and other variation in a language used by millions. It is now one of a few languages whose non-native speakers outnumber its native speakers. In this chapter I concentrate mainly on British and American English, the two most important varieties, in order to complement the chapters by Holmes and Pauwels, which focus on English in New Zealand and Australia, respectively.
Section 2 provides a brief overview of English with respect to its status as an international language, and its importance as a model for international gender reform. In Section 3, I identify those sites in English grammar where gender is displayed or gender indexing occurs in order to discuss some of the reforms proposed and evaluate their comparative success or failure in a number of varieties of English. Most of the data I have collected myself comes from British and American English, particularly British English. The availability of linguistic corpora opens up linguistic phenomena to empirical investigation on a scale previously unimaginable, and I use them wherever possible, in particular, the British National Corpus ( 1995) consisting of 100 million words of spoken and written British English.
In Section 4 I argue that reform must be directed at discourse as a whole rather than piecemeal at gendered bits of the language such as titles, forms of address, and androcentric generics. One of the sometimes more subtle forms of discrimination against women is that they are simply not mentioned at all! Eliminating nubility titles such as Miss and Mrs in favor of Ms or prescribing for public use neutral forms such as .flight attendant instead of steward and stewardess does little to address this problem. At the moment, English usage is very much in flux, with alternatives such as he/she, (s)he, he or she, chairman/ chairwoman/chairperson, etc. being symbolic of different values and attitudes.
English as pluricentric language
In sociolinguistic terms English can be best described as a "pluricentric" language (see e.g. Clyne 1992) . Such a language is one whose norms are focused in different local centers, capitals, centers of economy, publishing, education and political power. Although no variety of English has a special linguistic claim to be considered the norm against which other varieties are measured, typologically as well as sociolinguistically speaking, the two most important varieties are British and American English. All other varieties, such as Australian English, Canadian English, Indian English, etc., can be clearly related to one of these two by virtue of setdement history ( e.g. British colonization of Australia and New Zealand vs. American colonization of Guam, Hawai'i, etc.) and/or geographical proximity (e.g. the case of Canadian English vis-a-vis American English). American and British English were also the first two national varieties to come into existence after the unity of English was broken in the 18th century. English was not exported to South Africa, New Zealand and Australia until much later in the 18th and 19th centuries. By virtue of number of speakers, and influence as a norm for foreign learners, British and American English are also clearly the two most important varieties. Certainly, the British variety is more advanced in terms of its codification, its pedigree having been established in a long line of grammars ( e.g. Quirk & Greenbaum & Leech & Svartvik 1985) and dictionaries of great influence around the English-speaking world. Although there are now many dictionaries of varieties of English other than British English, none arguably has the authoritative status of the Oxford English Dictionary ( OED ).
In most other respects, however, American English is the most important variety. Not long after political separation of the American colonies, Noah Webster (1758-1843) declared linguistic independence, and did much to alter spelling and propel the American variety on a different course of standardization. Webster sought no less than to validate linguistically the creation of anew nation and national identity distinct from Britain. As in Britain, dictionaries became surrogates for the language academies of other countries. Webster's lexicographical tradition was carried on after his death by a succession of direct literary heirs down to the present day. Until 189O the title of his dictionary remained unchanged. Subsequent editions dropped the word American and were referred to as International.
By the beginning of the twentieth century, the center of gravity had already shifted to the other side of the Atlantic. As the demographic shift in the Englishspeaking population continued to move away from Britain, and its political influence as a world power declined, the twentieth would be declared the American century. Over time, America's linguistic independence made itself felt on the development of the English language as a whole ( see Romaine 1998 for further discussion). While Webster's linguistic declaration of independence was unparalleled for more than two hundred years, it should come as no surprise that its repercussions would be felt in other corners of the empire. Australia would be the next to follow suit in time. The appearance of Baker's (1945) The Australian Language confidently asserted in its title the autonomy of Australian English in the same way that Mencken ( 1919) , following in Webster's footsteps, had attempted to do for American English with his book, The American Language. Australia, too, now has its own dictionary, The Australian National Dictionary (Ramson 1988) .More recently, some of the so-called New Englishes such as Singapore English followed suit.
Major telecommunicational innovations of the late 19th and lOth centuries such as the telephone, film, television and the personal computer originated largely in the English-speaking world, and not surprisingly, English has become its lingua franca. Similarly, the corporations and financial institutions of the anglophone countries have dominated world trade and made English the international language of business. Books in the English language have dominated the publishing business. There are few countries in the world where English books cannot find a market of some kind, and anyone who uses the internet has exposure to English. Other major languages such as French and German have continued to lose ground against English over the course of this century as mediums of scholarly publication. If the medium is the message, as McLuhan (1989) have called this section English as a gendered language because I want to draw attention primarily to the structural points at which gender distinctions are made in English, rather than to the male bias identified by Spender and others (see 4. fora fuller discussion of discourse}.
I do this for two reasons: Firstly, it is of empirical interest to identify those sites in grammar where gender is displayed or gender indexing occurs. secondly, the verbally represented world is gend~red in different ways. Thus, languages vary in terms of the amount and type of sexism they display, which implies they will require different types of reform ( see Hellinger 1990} .The primary strategy adopted by English-speaking feminists has focused on gender neutralization (degendering}, while German and French reformers have more often campaigned for visibility through feminization ( engendering or regendering} .This difference has at least partly to do with the absence of grammatical gender in the English language ( see Romaine 1999 for fuller treatment} . Differences between Anglo-Saxon and continental European feminist theories may also have some influence on the direction of reform. Although language has received much critical attention by English-speaking feminists, it has been at the very heart of the French feminist debate. If the world is constructed and given meaning through language, then our history, philosophy, government, laws and religion are the products of a male way of perceiving and organizing the world. Because the male world view has been transmitted for centuries, it appears "natural", "objective", a "master" discourse beyond question. In this way male values become "normal" as well as normative. Our ideas about what is "normal" are deeply embedded in linguistic practices.
Language thus holds the key to challenging and changing male hegemony. For French feminists women's oppression has to be understood linguistically. Any and all representations, whether of women or men, are embedded first in language, and then in politics, culture, economics, history etc. This is at least one interpretation of Donna Haraway's (1991:3) claim that "grammar is politics by other means".
Titles and forms of address
For some people, feminism has been equated with what is perceived as a pointless and at times amusing or irksome insistence on the replacement of titles, such as Mrs and Miss with Ms and other gender-marked terms, such as chairman with chairperson or chair. Yet, it is easy to see why women all over the world have been especially sensitive to gender differences in naming practices and forms of address, since these are a particularly telling indicator of women's social status. To be referred to as 'the Mrs.' or 'the little woman' indicates the inferior status to which men have allocated women. This is one reason why language reform has been critical in feminist theories. Women wish to decide how to represent themselves.
When Yvette Roudy became Minister for Women's Rights in France following a 1983 law making sexual discrimination illegal, she observed that women had not yet won the political right to be titled accurately. Men have the right to be referred to as 'writers' or 'doctors'. Women who occupy these professions are frequently marked with special titles such as 'lady/woman doctor' or 'female/woman writer'. In the British National Corpus (hereafter BNC), for instance, I found the following usages: lady doctor ( 125 times ), woman dodor (20 times), female doctor (10 times) compared to male doctor (14 times). There were no occurrences of gentlemen doctor and only one case of man doctor.
Decades ago Fowler (1927) noted the "inconvenience" of not knowing whether one is dealing with a woman, in his argument in favor of the word doctoress: "Everyone knows the inconvenience of being uncertain whether a doctor is a man or a woman; hesitation in establishing the word doctoress is amazing in a people regarded as nothing if not practical" (cited in Baron 1986: 131) .Presumably, most of the seemingly gender-neutral "people" referred to here are, in fact, male. Fowler wanted to revive certain -ess forms which had declined in use, e.g. editress (3 occurrences in BNC), and inspectress, and to create new ones for words which had none, such as lecturer, cyclist, etc. Evidently, some men still feel able to revive old words ending in -ess when it suits their purpose of belittling a woman's achievement, as I discovered upon reading a negative review of one of my books in which a male reviewer referred to me as an authoress. The BNC has 22 instances of it.
The more general marking of women who occupy high status professions signals a deviation from some presumed norm. Namely, that a doctor is a man, so a woman who is a doctor must somehow be marked as such, either by derivation ( doctoress), compounding ( woman doctor) or adjectival modification (female doctor), which conveys the idea that she is not the "real" thing. This also works in opposite fashion, though rarely, as for example in the case of male nurse (or male midwife), where the male has to be marked because the norm is assumed to be female. The BNC has 20 instances of male nurse and only one of female nurse. The only other case I am aware of in English where the male term is the marked one is that of bridegroom, where bride is the basic term, and widower, where the male member is marked with the suffix -er.
Ms was in many respects the flagship of feminist reform initiatives in the English-speaking world. Pauwels ( this volume) reports a significant increase in the self-reported use of Ms among Australian women between 1987 and 1996. Although usage nearly doubled from 20% to 37%, not all women shared an understanding of the term. Women who use Ms are likely to be younger, well educated, and urban. Women who live in heterosexual relationships but are not married are most likely to be Ms users, followed by separated/ divorced women and women who describe themselves as single. Still, 31% of married women report using Ms as well.
Holmes (this volume) suggests that self-reported usage is even higher in New Zealand, though her results are from well educated women in the capital, Wellington. Holmes also examined the Wellington Corpus of Spoken New Zealand English, which contained only two instances of Ms in one million words! This indicates that although many young well educated women may be choosing the form for self-reference, it is still not a widely used form of address chosen by others in addressing women. Table I shows comparable statistics from the BNC. Although the number of occurrences of Ms is obviously much larger due to the larger size of the corpus, usage of Ms is still marginal as an address title in the UK. It accounts for only 5% of the occurrences of the titled forms used for women. This is, of course, only a very rough measure, and tells us nothing about the persons referred to as Ms; nor does it reveal instances where women are referred to without titles. However, it is of interest that many of the examples of Ms are taken from The Independent, a newspaper with liberal leanings. In the early computer corpora such as the Brown Corpus of American English (the first computerized collection of texts compiled in the 1960s), or LOB (Lancaster-Oslo-Bergen corpus of British English) of the 1970s, there are no instances of Ms at all. The term Ms is still not as widely used in Britain as it is in the United States. An examination of practices at the University of Oxford, for example, reveals a system of address forms very much in flux with much variation in individual colleges, faculties and departments. In its list of students Merton College, for instance, still uses the conventional practice of using Miss or Mrs for females and no title for males, i.e. Miss C. Smith, but P. jones. All three titles, Ms, Miss, and Mrs are in use for females in the internal telephone directory for the University of Oxford as a whole.
One reason for the lag of British English may be a more general concern with titles in a social system with a greater preoccupation with social status and correspondingly less social mobility. British English also has more gendermarked titles such as manageress ( 102 occurrences in the BN C ) than American English, and it still preserves terms such as spinster, which has become archaic in the US. There are no instances of the word in the Brown Corpus, but there are still 156 occurrences in the BNC.
The word spinster is a good example of the tendency for the female member of pairs such as master/mistress, Sir/Madam, baronet/dame, king/queen, etc. to degenerate over time. The term spinster originally meant a woman engaged in spinning. Because these women spinners were often unmarried, this connotation eventually ousted the original meaning and became the primary sense of the word. In the 17th century spinster became the legal designation of an unmarried woman in Britain.
An examination of the terms with which spinster collocates are indicative of its largely negative meaning today ( data are from the BNC) .Although there are some neutral descriptive adjectives used with the word, such as 66 year old, disabled or American, the majority of words collocating with spinster have negative connotations. They include: gossipy, nervy, over-made up, ineffective, jealous, eccentric, love-/sex-starved, frustrated, whey-faced, dried-up old, repressed, lonely, prim, cold-hearted, plain jane, atrocious, dreary old, and despised. By comparison, the collocations of its male counterpart, bachelor, are largely descriptive or positive, with the exception of one occurrence of bachelor wimp! This example shows how the connotations of words do not arise from words themselves but from how they are used in context. The meanings of words are constructed and maintained by patterns of collocation. Collocations transmit cultural meanings and stereotypes which have built up over time. Although feminists such as Mary Daly (1987) have urged women to reclaim the use of spinster and other negative terms such as crone, hag, etc., so far this has not occurred in mainstream usage. Schulz ( 1975 ) has shown how other female terms may start out on an equal footing, but become devalued over time. Lord, for instance preserves its original meaning, while lady is no longer used exclusively for women of high rank. This is especially true in the US, with the exception of the term first lady to refer to the President's wife. In the 17th century lady became a synonym for a prostitute. So did courtesan, which originally meant a female member of the court. Baronet still retains its original meaning, but Dame is used derogatorily, especially in American English. Sir is still used as a title and a form of respect, while a Madam is one who runs a brothel. Likewise, master has not lost its original meaning, but mistress has come to have sexual connotations and no longer refers to the woman who had control over a household.
The term mistress too, has a wider usage in Britain, where it serves as a title for a female head of school (e.g. Headmistress, Vicemistress, etc.), or female school teacher.l American feminists such as Robin Lakoff and Julia Penelope have paid much more attention to the term lady than their British counterparts. The fact that the use of lady as a polite euphemism for woman is far more common in Britain than in the US also reflects the different social histories of the two countries.
Androcentric generics
Prescriptive grammarians have long insisted that everyone should get his hat when he leaves the room is supposed to refer to both men and women, despite the use of the male pronoun his. In informal English, of course, the alternative exists of using the plural forms of the pronouns which are not gender-specific, everybody should get their hat when they leave the room, even though it has been condemned for some time as non-standard. Grammarians argue that the plural is ungrammatical because a singular antecedent such as everyone, someone, etc. requires a singular pronoun to agree with it. However, many English-speakers have seen the plural forms as more elegant replacements for male pronouns than using both he/him/his and she/her/hers, i.e. everyone should get his or her coat when he or she leaves the room.
In a study of contemporary American English discourse from television interviews and talk shows, Michael Newman (1998) found that speakers used the plural forms they/them 60% of the time to refer to singular antecedents of indeterminate gender like person, everyone, anyone, etc. The male pronominal forms he/him were used in only 25% of such cases. The use of he/him occurs with items which are stereotypically associated with males, e.g. lawyer, plumber, etc. Newman also found, however, that reference to women in any fashion was much less frequent than reference to males, confirming a trend which other investigators have found; women are not often the subjects of discourse.
A very simple indication of this imbalance in reference to women and men can be found by doing a word search for the pronouns he/she in the many computer corpora available for English and other languages. One such count in the Brown corpus of American English containing just over one million words yielded a total of 9,543 occurrences of he compared to 2,859 of she. Generic usages do not account for the great discrepancy. Men are referred to three times as often as women. There were some interesting differences among the different text types included in the corpus. Romance and love stories, for instance, include a greater number of occurrences of female pronouns than does science fiction. Not surprisingly, women are seldom referred to in texts with religious subject matter. When the first allegedly non-sexist Bible published in Britain was launched, a press release said that "the revisers have systematically changed expressions such as any man to anyone, but have kept the masculine, especially for God, on the grounds that this is faithful to the original" ( Guardian, October 4, 1985) .
Generations of women have been expected to accept the use of brother in terms which served as symbols of universal human kinship. Even Germaine Greer (1971) urged women to cooperate with one another in "the matriarchal principle of fraternity", a seeming oxymoron better served by the simple term sisterhood! In 1992 a group of Catholic bishops objected to changes in the English mass which they said would diminish the Fatherhood of God ( Ostling 1992) . The proposed changes included eliminating man and male pronouns to refer to humanity as a whole, e.g. Jesus Christ is the Son ofMan. Oxford University Press subtitled its 1995 edition of the New Testament and Psalms "an inclusive version". This version replaces God the Father with Father-Motherand the Son of Man with the Human One.
The BNC, however, may provide evidence of women getting more discourse time. A search of he and she in a three million word subcorpus revealed a total of 352,239 occurrences of she and 652,547 of he. If these rather gross statistics are indicative of changing usage over the past thirty years, then it appears that men are referred to only twice as much rather than three times as much as women.
Similar evidence of a lessening gap between reference to men and women has emerged from Cooper's (1984) To complete the picture illustrated by Holmes in her Table 4 showing chair/man/woman/person and spokes/man/woman/person, I have compiled data from the BNC in Table 2 . Looking at the first 50 examples of chairperson, however, shows that nearly half the uses were generic; that is, they referred to the office rather than a particular person holding it. Gender-specific uses were roughly equal for men and women. Again, papers such as The Independent as well as The Daily Telegraph provided many of the examples of reformed usage such as chairwoman and chairperson. However, again it is reference to women which exhibits the greatest variability. Only women can be referred to with all 5 titles. Most of the instances of Madam Chairman were drawn from a meeting of the Highways Committee of West Sussex Council. I have not looked at Chair, a form often used in American universities for a department head, but which usually has a different meaning in Britain.
The fact that terms such as chairman still predominate partly reflects the fact that it is still men who occupy most of the discourse space. Most chairpersons are in fact chairmen. Given society's preference for gendered titles, this means that gross counts of terms will always favor the male one.
Reforming English
Nevertheless, the changes brought about in the pronoun system in response to feminist activism of a type many would prefer to ignore are actually remarkable, considering that there have been virtually no major changes in the English pronouns since the Middle English period ( 11 00-1500) .Nowadays, authors feel compelled either to use reformed language or to explain their choice of traditional wording. For instance, Rod Ellis (1985) explains in the preface to his book that he uses the male pronouns in reference to learner and teacher as a "stylistic convenience" rather than as "unmarked forms". He extends his apologies to those readers who may find this convention unacceptable. Likewise, Wolfgang Klein (1986) informs his readers in his preface that there are female and male researchers, but for "simplicity's sake" he refers to them as he.
Merton College at the University of Oxford, formerly all male, recently inserted into its by-laws a statement to the effect that male pronouns included the female. This harks back to the so-called Abbreviation Act of Parliament in 1850 proposed to clarify the generic man and he so that "words importing the Masculine Gender shall be deemed and taken to include Females". Declaring women's supposed inclusion in this way does about as much to combat sexism as a sign saying "Negroes admitted" would do to combat racism (see Miller and Swift 1991) . Indeed, John Stuart argued for the repeal of Parliament's Abbreviation Act in the following year for fear that it might inadvertently give women rights they should not have, such as the right to vote! In the 1990s it has become increasingly difficult for linguists to avoid confronting the problem, as can be seen from examining texts such as the second edition of Hudson (1996) , who feels the need both to reform and apologize for sexist usage in the first edition, which he says is "a source of great embarrassment" to him now. He claims he has tried to ensure that his text is "bias-free". As a sociolinguist, Hudson is perhaps more aware of the social implications of sexism.
Others, however, continue to try to avoid reform with lengthy justifications, such as can be seen in a footnote in Lass (1997:368) commenting on his use of generic he:
In my variety of English ( and my wife's as well! ) he is the only pronoun usable for unselfconscious generic reference. Using s/he (which of course can't be pronounced: does anybody say 'ess-stroke-he'?) or he or she or they or whatever would count as an 'act' (a deliberate flouting of grammatical convention in this case ); but use of generic he is not, since it's simply historically given, and I can't not use it (without a conscious decision of a type not at all characteristic of 'normal' change) and still be speaking 'my own language'. Like all normal speakers, I am bound by the historically given.
This attempt to ridicUle reform efforts by suggesting that reformers are not "normal" and reformed usages run counter to the "natural/normal" development of language has a long history. The very necessity for such a long comment is ironically testimony to the efficacy of feminist consciousness-raising which makes it increasingly difficUlt for authors such as Lass to hide behind a false illusion of neutrality, and to claim that one has no choice because he is bound by the "historically given".
Choices do exist, however, and they are symbolic of different beliefs and political positions. Compare Ms Johnson is the chair(person) with Miss Johnson is the chairman. While a narrow linguistic analysis woUld say they mean the same thing and refer to the same person who happens to hold a particular position, choosing one over the other reveals approval or disapproval of, for example, feminism, language reform, political conservatism or liberalism, etc. There is no way to maintain neutrality now because the existence of an alternative farces a reevaluation of the old one. With several alternatives available a woman can sometimes be referred to on the same occasion as Madam Chairman.
chairperson and chairwoman, as I heard one male conference moderator do all in the space of a few minutes without evidently being aware of it.
It is this very impossibility of neutrality which annoys New Zealand literary critic, C.K. Stead (1989:279) :
Myown response to feminist demands for 'non-sexist' language was at first to ignore them. I felt that as a writer I had to defend my own sense of style against any and every encroachment. But as time has gone by the complainants have brought about what they said was the case all along. By insisting that the generic 'he' is not neuter but masculine, they have made it so; and so for a male writer to go on using it becomes a defiant act which may seem to signal all kinds of irrelevant and untrue things about himself-that he doesn't care about rape, beats his wife, thinks women inferior, and so on. I have therefore struggled (shall I say) manfully to avoid saying "the writer will find that he. ..". It continues to be difficult; and for reasons which are still not clear to me, but have everything to do with English grammar and nothing to do with gender, I found it impossible and gave up the attempt [...] In Canada, the UK and the US, there are also multiple meanings of Ms and its use has diffused unevenly. Ms is now indexical of a number of meanings, such as feminist orientation, divorced/separated/ single, or in de facto relationships.
34 Language reform in public and private discourse When evaluating the success or failure of language reform, we must distinguish between public and private usage. The examples I have cited have shown that reform has affected public usage unevenly and not always in the ways reformers intended. During the 19705 and 19805 many institutions and organizations made serious efforts to eliminate sexist language in their documents. Publications ranging from the Bible to dictionaries and newspapers have begun to reflect the new usage. The US Department of Labor's former Manpower Administration has been renamed the Employment and Training Administration. The Department of Labor revised the titles of almost 3,500 jobs so that theyare unmarked for gender. Thus, steward and stewardess are officially "out" and .flight attendant is in. A hat check girl has become a hat check attendant, a repairman a repairer, a maid a houseworker, etc. The Australian government even has a linguist who acts as an adviser on sexism in its publications. The city of Honolulu adopted a set of guidelines on non-sexist usage prepared by the Committee on the status of women. The New York Times stopped using titles like Mrs and Miss with the names of women. At first, it resisted the adoption of the new title Ms, but eventually the editor acknowledged that the Times believed it was now part of the language. The London Times, however, still uses androcentric forms such as spokesman and the titles Mrs and Miss, unless a woman has asked to be referred to as Ms. The Los Angeles Times has adopted guidelines suggesting alternatives to language that may be offensive to ethnic, racial and sexual minorities. Such differences in policy are signals of the social and political outlook of editors, who play important roles as gatekeepers in determining which forms they will adopt and thereby help sanction and spread. In 1978 the Washington Post decided to use last names alone on second reference to a person, e.g. Ellen Smith, named to a new position on the Board of Directors of Exxon Corporation, will join the company next week. Smith was one of several contenders for the job. Previously, the paper would have referred to women with titles. After the change in policy, titled forms of this kind disappeared altogether. Other more subtle aspects of discrimination against women, however, were not the subject of policy change. For example, it is much more common for men to be referred to on first reference with their first and last names together with middle initial. This is much less likely to be the case for women. The addition of the initial, e.g. Ellen P. Smith, apparently suggests a more important person.
Professional organizations such as the National Council of Teachers of English and the American Psychological Association, along with major publishing houses such as Macmillan, McGraw Hill, Holt, Rinehart and Winston have also adopted guidelines for non-sexist usage. The National Council of Teachers of English deals with sexist language by authorizing the editor to return manuscripts submitted to its journal with a copy of the guidelines and a letter encouraging the author to rewrite the article. If an author refuses to make changes, the article is still printed with a note saying that the sexist language appears at the author's express stipulation.
Linguists have generally avoided any involvement in what they call prescriptivism, i.e. prescribing norms of language use, insisting instead that linguistics is a descriptive science. Fearing that it would lose credibility as a professional organization if it endorsed prescriptivism, the Linguistics Association of Great Britain, for instance, rejected a proposal to amend its constitution, to remove generic masculine pronouns and to rename the office of chairman. The Linguistic Society of America, on the other hand, has embraced reform and issued a set of guidelines as well as established a Committee on the Status of Women in Linguisti.cs. This is another indication of conservatism in the UK concerning gender reform.
Such guidelines, however, for the most part affect only written language. In everyday conversation things may be otherwise. For example, although most US airlines have publicly replaced the term stewardess with flight attendant, I
routinely hear Americans using the older term stewardess. British usage, both public and private, lags behind American usage in this domain too. For example, in the BNC the female marked form stewardess occurred 92 times along with air hostess 51 times, while the neutral flight attendant occurred only 8 times and cabin crew 13 times. I have observed many flight attendants on British Airways flights wearing name tags identifying them as stewardesses or stewards.
Studies by Rubin & Greene & Schneider (1994) have also measured a decline in sexist language in public discourse of business leaders in the US between the 1960s and 1980s. Significantly, the biggest decline occurred between the 1960s and 1970s, which predated the widespread introduction of public guidelines for non-sexist usage. Yet, men still used three to four times more gender-exclusive language than women. The study also indicated another problem for reformers; namely, that attitudes toward gender equality did not match language usage. Those who had adopted more gender-inclusive language did not necessarily have a more liberal view of gender inequities in language.
This means that superficial changes such as a decline in the use of generic man and he observed in some studies have to be seen in the larger context. If male generic terms are simply replaced by gender-specific male terms, then reform is not really successful. Men and women are often still referred to in stereotypical ways. I recall hearing a male colleague very carefully saying both he and she when making generic references, and on occasions even saying she first, but in the same breath referring to the secretarial staff in his departmental office as girls.
Fatemeh Khosroshahi (1989) has some experimental evidence to support my suspicion that his reference to girls indicates that he has not really changed his mental imagery of women despite having reformed his public use of androcentric generics. Those who appear more egalitarian in their language are not necessarily so in their thoughts. Groups of undergraduate students at Harvard University who either had or had not reformed their usage in their written work were asked to draw pictures to go with sentences such as an unhappy person could still have a smile on his/her ( or her/their) face. The findings showed that there were still more male images than female ones, regardless of the pronoun used, and regardless of whether the subject had reformed his/her written usage. However, only women who had reformed their usage produced more female images, and they did so for all three pronouns. Thus, even the men who had ostensibly reformed their usage had done so only superficially and were still androcentric in their thought patterns.
In some respects, this shows too that language reforms have had only limited success. Proposed for the most part by women, not surprisingly, it is women for whom they seem to have the greatest effect. Men take more convincing, but then they stand to lose more, and women to gain more from such reform. This example shows again how meaning is socially constructed in line with particular ideologies.
Reforming discourse and rhetoric 4.
In order to contribute to a feminist theory, linguists must examine more critically how these gendered ways of speaking produce rhetorical resources for creating a social reality in which women are subordinate and marginal. Eliminating the negative connotations in women's semantic space does nothing to increase their space. Men and their activities still take up more space and time in discourse. Eliminating sexist language does nothing to address this discrepancy. The use of some of the titles and terms of address examined here do more than discriminate against women, particularly when we examine them in context. We can see the effects ofwhat Julia Penelope (1990) called a "patriarchal universe of discourse" (PUD).
In order for linguistic parity to be achieved, it would be necessary to oust not only all or most words referring to women, but also most words referring to men too, since the enhanced positive image of men in relation to women would also have to be removed from the language or neutralized. Otherwise, how could linguistic reform deal with seemingly gender-neutral words such as aggressive and professional, which have different connotations when applied to men as opposed to women without a change in our beliefs about men's and women's roles in society~ To call a man a professional is a compliment. To be an aggressive male is acceptable and expected in society, but to be a woman and a professional is perhaps to be a prostitute, in English as well as in other languages as diverse as Japanese and French, where une professionelle is a euphemism for a prostitute. To be an aggressive female is undesirable because such a woman would pose a threat to men. Feminist activism for language reform is perceived as an attack on the primarily male defined moral and social order.
At the moment, gender-neutrality is not a recognized category. We can see this reflected in other aspects of society. When we speak of "unisex" clothing or styles, for instance, what is happening is not really a neutralization of genderspecific styles of dressing, hairstyles, etc., but an er9sing of the distinction in favor of the masculine form. Thus, unisex fashions have fostered greater acceptability for women to wear trousers, and other items of clothing once regarded as for men only. They have not created a social climate of tolerance for men to wear skirts or dresses. Where there is pressure leading to a blurring of gender roles or distinctions, usually women seek to adopt male prerogatives, as is the case with some English-speaking women who prefer to be called chairman, or the editor of a major news magazine in France who objected to being called la redactrice instead of le redacteur lest people assume she was the editor of a women's magazine.
As Deborah Cameron points out (1985:90) , "In the mouths of sexists, language can always be sexist." When gender-neutral terms or positive feminine terms are introduced into a society still dominated by men, these words either lose their neutrality or are de-or re-politicized by sexist language practices of the dominant group. The reinterpretation of the feminist term Ms is a good example ofhow women's meanings can be appropriated and depoliticized within a sexist system. The title Ms is being used in ways its proposers never intended, to maintain the very distinctions it was supposed to replace. This indicates the high premium that dominant institutions still place on defining women in terms of their relationships with men. Thus, the category of gender gets reconstituted and implemented in a different way with a different set of terms.
In the same way the intended gender-neutral term chair or chairperson has become in effect a marked term in opposition to chairman, which still remains the neutral and unmarked term, an androcentric generic. It is the woman occupying the position referred to by the title who gets singled out by the new term. Like biological reproduction, meaning is sexually reproduced, and until women figure out a way of reproducing meaning more androgynously, their intended meanings will be reversed.
As noted in Section 3, collocations serve to gender the way we think about space, and to transmit culturally entrenched stereotypes; men's space is public, in the work place, while women's place is private and in the home. Expressions such as working mother, businessman, housewife, etc., reinforce these divisions in our thinking, making it easier to accept as "natural" the exclusion of women from public life. They reflect the traditional wisdom embodied in the English proverbs: A man's home is his castle, and A woman's place is in the home.
Traditional norms dictate that the husband is breadwinner, while the wife is the breadbaker. This is reflected historically in the Old English words hliifweard 'loatkeeper' and hlaifdige 'loatkneader', which became modern English lord and lady, respectively. Language plays an active role in the s~bolic positioning of women as inferior to men. It both constructs and perpetuates that reality, often in obvious ways, but at other times in subtle and invisible ways.
Discrimination against women is built into such divisions between the work place and home, between production and reproduction, all of which are reinforced by the way we talk about them. Not only in western cultures, but in other parts of the world, there has been a persistent misrecognition of women's work as somehow less than work. Only work done to produce a profit in the public sector counts as work and goes by the name of work. The "work" women do at home is invisible (or what Ivan I1lich (1982) calls "shadow work"), unpaid, not counted in Gross National Product, and goes by the special name of housework. These themes can be seen in English in such terms as working mother, career girl/woman. Men have control not only of the marketplace, where the "real" work gets done, but also control over women's sexuality and their labor in the home. In France, until quite recently bakers' wives who sold bread all day long were classified as unemployed and received no pension. Their labor was expected as part of their wifely duties and therefore did not officially count.
Similarly, we have the career woman ( or even career girl, as I heard Sarah Ferguson, the Duchess of York, referred to on the BBC news in 1992), but not the career man. Men by definition have careers, but women who do so must be marked as deviant. A man can also be a family man, but it would be odd to call a woman a family woman. Women are by definition family women. Significantly, in the BNC the expression family man occurs 94 times, and the corresponding family woman 4 times. Similarly, career woman occurs 48 times, career girl 10 times, and career lady once, but career man only 6 times, and career boy or career gentleman not at all. Expressions such as career woman/lady/girl count as two strikes against women. On the one hand, they suggest that as women, females can't be real professionals, while on the other, they suggest that as professionals, females can't be real women, unless of course, they are prostitutes! Not surprisingly, the term business girl used to be a slang term for a prostitute.
The expression Lady of the House is not matched by Gentleman of the House, but contrasts instead with Man of the World, another indication of the linguistic mapping of the division between the public and private spheres onto male and female, respectively. Indeed, the French equivalent of 'woman of the world' (femme du monde) carries the meaning of 'prostitute'. Looking at the BNC, for instance, we find 25 cases of lady of the house, 3 of woman of the house and none of gentleman of the house, and only 8 of man of the house. By contrast, there are 29 occurrences of man of the world, but only 12 of woman of the world. There are no cases of lady/girl/gentleman/boy of the world.
In a 1982 speech about the economy, then president Ronald Reagan blamed the recession on the increase in women in the work force: " ...it is the great increase of the people going into the job market, and -ladies, I'm not picking on anyone but. ..because of the increase in women who are working today". By pointing the finger at "ladies", while disclaiming that he was "picking on anyone", he drew attention away from his own economic policies. His use of the term lady is a double whammy here. It is polite, in keeping with his claim that he's not "picking on anyone", but it's also intended to suggest that ladies should be ladies of the house and have no place in the work force. Ladies don't work-unless of course they are doing housework, which is not "real" work. Thus, there are no working ladies, only working women. Julia Penelope ( 1990: 36) once told a telephone caller who asked her if she was the Lady of the house that no ladies lived in her house.
The idea that a real lady does nothing was part and parcel of the Victorian construction ofladyhood at a time when conduct books spelled out what it was proper for ladies and gentlemen to do. Gentlemen's wives were ladies ofleisure, not to be engaged in baking, brewing, tending the chickens and garden. In commenting on the considerable waste of talent and energy directed towards becoming a lady in this constrained sense, Margaretta Grey noted that " A lady, to be such, must be a mere lady, and nothing else" (Butler 1894: 288) . Many writers such as Sarah Ellis ( 1839: 71) observed how deficient was the education given to women with its concentration on manners rather than matter, in show rather than substance, as Lynda Mugglestone (1995: 177) puts it. Since a woman's object in life was to please men, skills such as dancing, singing, how to enter and leave a carriage or room, were supposed to add to her attractiveness.
In the Jamaican novel Lionheart Gal (1986: 180-81) we find the contrast between the meaning of lady and woman similarly distinguished when a child relates how she used to play at being a market woman with a basket on her head. She stood under her grandmother's window calling out "Lady, you want anything to buy, Maam?" Her grandmother told her to come inside at once, and asked what she was doing. Upon hearing that she was playing the role of market woman, her grandmother reprimanded her. The girl asked what was wrong with "market ladies". Her grandmother replied, "Ladies? They are not ladies. They are women. Go and take a seat in your room." When the British nation as a whole became more affluent during the Victorian era, with the gap between rich and poor filled in by the middle classes, the term gentleman became a term of social approval and moral approbation; ladies were of the middle class and women of the working class. Female students at Owens College in Manchester, for instance, were divided between ladies { taking a single course, presumably for pleasure only, since ladies would not need to do real work) and women, who were registered for examinations, which they needed for career purposes. This suggests at least one reason for the finding that there are no ladies of the world, but only women of the world, and conversely that the woman who stays at home is overwhelmingly referred to as the lady of the house rather than the woman of the house.
The term girl was also used during the late Victorian period to refer to adult women, as is clear in the title of the "Hammersmith Sculling Club for Girls and Men", set up in 1896 and concerned only with "working girls". Without a father who could support her or a husband who could elevate her status to that of lady, a working woman had only domestic service, governessing or prostitution as a livelihood.
Not surprisingly, many women feel that lady cannot be reclaimed. Women are so degraded and demeaned that even the polite euphemism and aristocratic title of Lady does not confer dignity on women. Nessa Wolf son and Joan Manes, for instance, give examples to show why lady is not interchangeable with ma'am and is therefore not a term of respect in American English {though in South Africa it is, in interchanges between so-called "colored" and white, where it marks asymmetries of power grounded in racism). The term lady is often uttered sarcastically, as in this exchange they recorded on the telephone between a female caller and a male respondent {Wolf This contrast between lady and ma' am explains why many women, myself included, do not want to be called ladies. The historical association of the terms woman and lady with different social classes may be partly behind the greater and more positive use of the term lady today in British English. Deborah Cameron (1995:46) , however, reports that Today newspaper, a downmarket publication, has now banned the word lady, designating it as a" coy genteelism ".
Conclusions

5.
One finding which emerges from my comparison of British and American English is that the British variety lags in the implementation of many reforms such as the use of new titles like Ms. This is interesting in view of the fact that historians of American English and other colonial varieties of English have documented a phenomenon termed "colonial lag" (see Marckwardt 1958: 59-80 and Gorlach 1987) . This refers to the more conservative character of colonial Englishes with respect to certain linguistic features. American English, for example, retains fall instead of autumn, and gotten as the past participle of get, etc., which became obsolete in British English.
Of course, not all features of colonial Englishes are retentions. Moreover, the fact that the United States is notable for being the only former British colonial possession to supersede the mother country in terms of its importance on the world scene makes it hardly surprising that American English should lead British English in instances of planned reform. Interestingly, with respect to French language reform, Fleischman (1994) observes that France lags behind other countries such as Canada and Belgium where French is also spoken. French-speaking Canadians have more readily accepted terms such as professeure 'female professor'.
However, the success of reform cannot be measured by simply noting the frequency of occurrence of new titles such as Ms or gender-unmarked forms such as chair(person). Studies have shown that some of the new neutral terms are used in such away as to perpetuate the inequalities expressed by the old gender-marked terms they are supposed to replace. Thus, for example, women are much more likely than men to be referred to as a chairperson or salesperson or even Madame Chairperson, or Madame Chairman, which is similar to the French madame le juge. Notes I. It is the conventionalization of the terms mistress and master as titles in the British educational system which made Geoffrey Warnock's (former Vice-Chancellor of Oxford University) remark so witty (at least by male standards) when his wife, a philosopher who at the time also held the title Dame of the British Empire, became head of Girton College, Cambridge: "Once I was married to a Dame; now I have a Mistress." Due to differences in social structure between the US and Britain, terms like dame, lady and mistress have somewhat different connotations in the two countries. The remark sounds much less witty to American women for reasons I explain in Section 4.
